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IN THE UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE 

In re patent application of: 

Fan, et al. Atty. Docket No.: YOR920030457US 1 

Serial No.: 10/737,123 Group Art Unit: 2167 

Filed: December 16, 2003 Examiner: Le. Miranda 

For: SYSTEM AND METHOD FOR ADAPTIVE PRUNING 

Commissioner for Patents 
P.O. Box 1450 
Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 

ATTACHMENT TO PRE-APPEAL BRIEF REQUEST FOR REVIEW 

Sir: 

This pre-appeal brief request is being submitted together with a notice of appeal 
and is in response to the Office Action mailed January 12, 2007, setting a three-month 
statutory period for response. Therefore, this request is timely filed. 

Claims 1-35 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Venkayala, et al. (U.S. Publication No. 2003/0212679), hereinafter referred to as 
Venkayala, in view of Rosen, et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,5 13,025), hereinafter referred to as 
Rosen. Applicants respectfully traverse these rejections based on the following 
discussion. 

Applicants respectfully traverse these rejections because the rejections contain a 
clear error. More specifically, the references miss the claim element of "applying said 
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sub-ensemble, in place of said ensemble, to an example to make a prediction", as defined 
in independent claims 1, 8, 15, 21, 28, and 35. 

The Office Action argues that "a category associated with probability" teaches the 
"sub-ensemble" of the claimed invention; and, "a supervised model" teaches the 
"example" of the claimed invention (Office Action, p. 13, para. 1). However, Venkayala 
does not teach that the "category associated with probability" (which the Office Action 
asserts teaches the "sub-ensemble") is applied to the "supervised model" (which the 
Office Action asserts teaches the "example"). Independent claims 1, 8, 15, 21, 28, and 35 
define "applying said sub-ensemble, in place of said ensemble, to an example to make a 
prediction". 

Instead, in Venkayala "a record whose target value is unknown" is applied to the 
supervised model (Venkayala, para. 0030, stating that "applying to a supervised model a 
record whose target value is unknown"). As also discussed in paragraph 0003 of 
Venkayala, "[o]nce the model is built ... [i]t is then used to predict (or score) unknown 
class values of real-world records". As further discussed in paragraph 0020 of 
Venkayala, "[i]f the model type is supervised ... it can be used to predict (or score) the 
class value of a record whose class is not known". 

In Venkayala, the application of the "record whose target value is unknown" to 
the supervised model results in a "score/prediction", which is a "category associated with 
probability" (Venkayala, para. 0030, stating that "[a] score/prediction is a category 
associated with probability as the result of ..."). 
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Accordingly, contrary to the position taken in the Office Action, the "category 
associated with probability" is not a sub-ensemble that is applied to a supervised model; 
rather, the "category associated with probability" is a result of the application of "a 
record whose target value is unknown" to the supervised model in Venkayala. 

In addition, the Advisory Action argues that the "topmost category" of Venkayala 
teaches the sub-ensembles of the claimed invention. Specifically, the Advisory Action 
asserts that "Venkayala discloses 'ensemble' as N categories, and 'sub-ensembles' as 'a 
topmost category'" (Advisory Action, p. 2, item 1). The Advisory Action also argues 
that the "received input data" of Venkayala teaches the "example" of the claimed 
invention. Specifically, the Advisory Action asserts that "the received input data equates 
to an example of the claim" (Advisory Action, p. 2, item 2). 

However, nothing within Venkayala teaches or suggests that the "topmost 
category" (which the Advisory Action asserts teaches the claimed "sub-ensemble") is 
applied to the "received input data" (which the Advisory Action asserts teaches the 
claimed "example"), in place of the "N categories" (which the Advisory Action asserts 
teaches the claimed ensemble), to make a prediction. Instead, the "topmost category" 
merely comprises a portion of a "selection criterion"; and, the "received input data" is 
used for scoring in a transactional format, wherein input data tables are generated that 
include active attributes and source attributes. As such, Venkayala fails to teach or 
suggest the claimed feature of "applying said sub-ensemble, in place of said ensemble, to 
an example to make a prediction" (independent claims 1, 8, 15, 21, 28, and 35). 
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Please charge any deficiencies and credit any overpayments to Attorney's Deposit 
Account Number 50-0510. 



Respectfully submitted, 



Dated: April 2, 2007 /Duane N. Moore/ 

Duane N. Moore 
Registration No. 53,352 



Gibb & Rahman, LLC 
2568-A Riva Road, Suite 304 
Annapolis, MD 21401 
Voice: (410) 573-6501 
Fax: (301) 261-8825 
Customer Number: 29154 
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